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ABSTRACT  Health  professionals  are  acutely  aware  of  the  health  risks  secondhand  smoke 
presents  to  employees  and  the  public.  However,  many  business  owners  and  policymakers  fear  a 
smokefree  ordinance  will  harm  profits,  particularly  for  restaurants.  An  ordinance  for  smokefree 
restaurants  was  enacted  in  Maryville,  Missouri  on  June  9,  2003.  Taxable  sales  receipts  data 
obtained  from  the  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue  allowed  comparison  of  Maryville  and  statewide 
data  for  eating  and  drinking  places  and  for  total  retail  sales  receipts.  Taxable  sales  receipts  for 
eating  and  drinking  places  in  Maryville  after  enactment  of  the  smokefree  restaurant  ordinance 
increased  at  more  than  twice  the  rate  for  eating  and  drinking  places  the  state  and  twice  the  rate 
for  retail  sales  in  Maryville. 

Secondhand  smoke  has  been  determined  to  be  a  significant  risk  to  the  health  of  nonsmokers  by  the 
Surgeon  General,  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  a  number  of  other  governmental  and  non- 
governmental agencies.  Some  of  the  diseases  associated  with  increased  risks  due  to  exposure  to 
secondhand  smoke  include  heart  disease,  lung  cancer,  stroke  and  emphysema  in  adults;  and  asthma  and 
SIDS  in  children.1'2  3 

In  the  not  so  distant  past,  it  was  normal  and  customary  that  smoking  was  allowed  in  any  part  of  a  public 
place.  Society  has  gradually  changed  to  establish  smoking  and  nonsmoking  sections  in  the  belief  that 
separation  was  sufficient  to  provide  relief  to  nonsmokers.  However,  as  more  information  becomes 
known  that  secondhand  smoke  is  not  merely  an  annoyance,  but  is  in  fact  a  de  facto  risk  to  health,  more 
public  places  and  workplaces  are  becoming  completely  smokefree. 

A  growing  number  of  employers  are  adopting  smokefree  workplace  policies  for  the  sake  of  their 
employees'  health,  as  well  as  for  the  increasingly  clear  economic  benefits  of  lowered  health  insurance 
claims  and  premiums,  lowered  maintenance  and  replacement  expenses,  and  increased  employee 
productivity.4'5  Likewise,  an  increasing  number  of  cities  and  states  are  enacting  smokefree  indoor  air 
ordinances  to  protect  employees  and  customers  from  secondhand  smoke  exposure.  As  of  July,  2004, 
ten  states  (California*,  Connecticut,  Delaware*,  Florida*,  Idaho,  Maine,  Massachusetts*,  Rhode 
Island,  New  York*,  and  Utah)  and  300+  municipalities  have  passed  laws  for  smokefree  restaurants6 
(states  marked  with  ai  asterisk  have  smokefree  laws  that  also  include  other  workplaces  and  public 
places). 
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On  June  9,  2003,  Maryville,  Missouri,  implemented  an  ordinance  for  all  restaurants  to  become 
smokefree.  An  exemption  was  made  for  stand-alone  bars  with  at  least  70%  sales  in  alcohol.  Of  thirty- 
seven  eating  and  drinking  places,  seven  (19%)  qualified  for  the  exemption.  This  was  the  first  such 
ordinance  in  Missouri  to  completely  prohibit  smoking  in  all  restaurants. 

While  the  health  aspects  are  clear,  understandably  there  has  been  anxiety  among  restaurant  owners  as 
to  whether  such  an  ordinance  would  harm  their  profits.  To  assess  this,  the  Missouri  Department  of 
Health  &  Senior  Services,  with  review  provided  by  a  former  Chief  Economist  for  the  Missouri  Office  of 
Administration's  Division  of  Budget  and  Planning,  analyzed  quarterly  sales  tax  data  for  5  years 
preceding  and  for  one  year  following  the  ordinance  implementation  date  (July  1998  through  June 
2004).  The  results  of  that  analysis  determined  that  no  detrimental  changes  in  revenues  for  eating  and 
drinking  places  occurred  after  the  ordinance  took  effect.  These  findings  are  consistent  with  those  from 
studies  of  smokefree  ordinances  in  other  U.S.  cities.7'8'9'10'11'12'13'14 

Materials  and  Methods 

Taxable  sales  receipts  beginning  July,  1998  through  June,  2004  for  Maryville  and  for  Missouri  were 
obtained  from  the  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue  for  eating  and  drinking  places  [standard  industry 
code  581]  (Table  1)  and  total  retail  sales  (Table  2). 

Several  comparisons  were  viewed  to  help  determine  if  changes  occurred.  These  include: 

1)  Taxable  sales  data  for  eating  and  drinking  places  and  for  total  retail  sales  in  Maryville,  as  well  as  for 
statewide  figures  for  eating  and  drinking  places  sales  and  for  total  retail  sales,  were  compared  as  an 
indicator  of  any  overall  economic  factors  that  may  affect  revenues  irrespective  of  the  Maryville 
ordinance. 

2)  Quarters  were  compared  to  corresponding  quarters  of  previous  years  to  identify  any  differences  not 
due  to  seasonal  trends. 

3)  The  1-year  period  for  when  the  Maryville  ordinance  was  in  effect  was  compared  to  corresponding 
1-year  periods  for  previous  years  for  total  retail  sales  as  well  as  for  Missouri  in  both  eating  and  drinking 
places  and  total  retail  sales. 

Results 

Table  1  shows  that  according  to  the  quarterly  average  percent  change  from  their  previous  year,  taxable 
sales  for  eating  and  drinking  places  in  Maryville  increased  moderately  for  three  of  the  four  years  prior  to 
the  effective  date  of  their  smokefree  restaurant  ordinance.  The  greatest  increase  was  noted  in  FY  1999- 
2000,  the  first  year  in  which  a  comparison  was  made.  The  year  immediately  prior  to  the  effective  date 
of  the  ordinance,  FY  2002-2003,  showed  a  decrease  of  -1.84%;  and  the  first  full  year  after  the 
ordinance,  FY  2003-2004,  showed  an  increase  of  11.35%,  the  greatest  increase  noted  for  any  of  the 
years  in  the  study  period.   In  comparison,  taxable  sales  for  eating  and  drinking  places  in  Missouri 
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displayed  moderate  increases  for  every  year  culminating  in  the  greatest  increase  also  being  in  FY  2003- 
2004  at  5.25%. 


TABLE  1 

Taxable  Sales  for  eating  and  drinking  places  -  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue 


Maiy* 

FY  1998-1999$ 

Jui-Sep 

3,148,466 

Oct-Dec 

2,955,000 

Jan-Mar 

2,987,702 

Apr-Jun 

3,261,139 

TOTAL 

12,352,307 

quarterly  average 

3,088,077 

Missouri 

FY  1998-1999$ 

Jui-Sep 

1,426,164,431 

Oct-Dec 

1,336,265,742 

Jan-Mar 

1,222,859,998 

Apr-Jun 

1,432,070,282 

TOTAL 

5,417,360,453 

quarterly  average 

1,354,340,113 

°/n  rhflflflP  frfltTl 
fu  .1 1 oi i  lys  1 1 ill 

FY  1999-2000  $ 

previous  year 

3,208,312 

1.90% 

3,331,885 

12.75% 

3,234,630 

8.26% 

3,293,913 

1.00% 

13,068,740 

5.80% 

3,267,185 

5.80% 

%  change  from 

FY  1999-2000  $ 

previous  year 

1,462,955,929 

2.58% 

1,358,741,240 

1.68% 

1,298,820,639 

6.21% 

1,451,325,492 

1.34% 

5,571,843,300 

2.85% 

1,392,960,825: 

2.85% 

%  change  from 


FY  2000-2001  $ 

previous  year 

3,300,003 

2.86% 

3,349,779 

0.54% 

3,160,375 

-2.30% 

3,344,712 

1.54% 

13,154,869 

0.66% 

3,288,717 

0.66% 

%  change  from 

FY  2000-2001  $ 

previous  year 

1,494,103,825 

2.13% 

1,341,954,988 

-1.24% 

1,309,088,209 

0.79% 

1,481,383,381 

2.07% 

5,626,530,403 

0.98% 

1,406,632,601 

0.98% 

3,405,728 

3.20% 

3,512,884 

4.87% 

3,251,075 

2.87% 

3,499,454 

4.63% 

13,669,141 

3.91% 

3,417,285 

3.91% 

%  change  from 
FY  2001-2002$  previous  year 

1,519,317,180 

1.69% 

1,425,179,212 

6.20% 

1,353,269,598 

3.37% 

1,556,340,645 

5.06% 

5,854,106,635 

4.04% 

1,463,526,659 

4.04% 

%  change  from 


FY  2002-2003$ 

previous  year 

3,425,943 

0.59% 

3,390,666 

-3.48% 

3,126,076 

-3.84% 

3,475,159 

-0.69% 

13,417,844 

-1.84% 

3,354,461 

-1.84% 

%  change  from 
FY  2002-2003$  previous  year 

1,580,045,669' 

4.00% 

1,457,052,724 

2.24% 

1,368,629,86(3 

1.14% 

1,592,365,985 

2.31% 

5,998,094,247 

246% 

1,499,523,562 

246% 

FY  2003-2004  $ 

%  ["hAnnp  frnm 

i'j       lyc  ii    i  i 

prevousyear 

3,481,703 

1.63% 

3,588,099 

5.82% 

3,843,968 

22.96% 

4,221,303 

21.47% 

15,135,073 

11.35% 

3,783,768 

11.35% 

FY  2003-2004  $ 

%  change  from, 
previous  year 

1,661,424,872 

5.15% 

1,531,001,020 

5.08% 

1,474,018,741 

7.70% 

1,664,247,353 

4.51% 

6,330,691,986 

5.25% 

1,582,672,997 

5.25% 

NOTE :  data  in  bold  indicates  Maryville 
smokefree  restaurant  ordinance  in  effect 


Taxable  sales  for  all  retail  places  for  Maryville  and  Missouri  (Table  2)  has  data  for  all  retail  sales  in 
Maryville  somewhat  similar  to  that  of  their  eating  and  drinking  places  with  moderate  increases  in  all 
years  with  the  same  exception  of  a  decrease  for  FY  2002-2003;  and  with  the  final  year,  FY  2003- 
2004,  having  the  highest  increase  at  a  5.67%  increase.  Missouri  all  retail  sales  data  are  similar  to 
Missouri  eating  and  drinking  places  data  with  moderate  increases  for  all  years,  however  in  this  case  the 
final  year  was  not  the  highest  recorded  percentage  change. 
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Quarterly  data  presented  in  both  tables  allow  comparisons  within  years  and  to  a  degree  allow 
accountability  for  seasonal  sales  variations.  Of  note  is  that  by  far  the  two  strongest  quarters  seen  for 
both  tables  are  the  last  two  quarters  of  FY  2003-2004  for  Maryville  eating  and  drinking  places  with 
percent  changes  from  previous  year  quarters  of  22.96%  and  21.47%  respectively.  The  strongest 
quarter  for  Missouri  eating  and  drinking  places  was  in  the  third  quarter  of  FY  2003-2004  at  7.70%, 
about  one-third  the  rate  of  Maryville's  increase. 

Discussion 

As  the  general  economy  began  improving  in  the  last  year,  a  comparison  of  eating  and  drinking  places 
sales  for  the  last  1-year  period  with  that  of  the  previous  year  is  especially  noticeable.  For  this  period 
when  the  Maryville  ordinance  was  fully  in  effect,  an  increase  of  11.35%  was  seen  for  taxable  sales  for 
eating  and  drinking  places,  more  than  twice  that  of  Missouri's  increase  of  5.25%  for  the  same  time 
period  (Table  1). 

General  economic  trends  for  Maryville  and  Missouri  can  be  seen  in  the  revenues  for  total  retail  sales  in 
Figure  1.  Maryville  and  Missouri  exhibited  fairly  uniform  quarterly  seasonal  variation  with  revenues 
typically  higher  during  the  October-December  quarter  of  each  year.  The  overall  trend  is  a  slow  steady 
increase  in  sales  for  Maryville  and  Missouri  as  indicated  by  the  trendlines  in  Figure  1.  From  Table  1  it 
is  seen  that  the  four  years  prior  to  the  smokefree  ordinance  that 
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Figure  1  -  Total  retail  sales  for  Maryville  and  Missouri 


Maryville  exhibited  an  average  annual  increase  of  3.52%  and  Missouri  showed  an  increase  of  2.09%. 
After  the  ordinance  enactment,  both  areas  experienced  a  nearly  identical  increase  with  Maryville 
increasing  the  five-year  average  by  0.43%  and  Missouri  by  0.37%. 

This  reflects  similar  recent  overall  economic  improvement  in  both  areas,  especially  within  the  last  year  of 
the  study  period,  irrespective  of  the  smokefree  ordinance. 
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In  comparison,  the  trends  for  eating  and  drinking  places  sales  differ  from  that  of  total  retail  sales  (Figure 
2).  Eating  and  drinking  places  sales  for  Missouri  showed  highest  quarters  were  usually  April- June  and 
July- September;  whereas  total  retail  sales  usually  are  highest  in  October- December,  consistent  with 
holiday  shopping.  One  trend  shared  in  common  between  eating  and  drinking  places  sales  and  total  retail 
sales  was  almost  always  a  depressed  January- March  quarter.  However  a  major  exception  is  noted  for 
Maryville  after  their  ordinance  was  in  effect.  Not  only  was  the  January-March  quarter  for  2004  the 
highest  for  any  January- March  quarter  during  the  study  period,  it  was  higher  than  any  of  all  the  previous 
quarters  posted. 
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Figure  2  -  Eating  and  drinking  places  sales  for  Maryville  and  Missouri 

As  with  total  retail  sales,  Missouri  and  Maryville  showed  a  progressively  upward  trend.  For  the  four 
years  before  the  Maryville  ordinance  was  in  effect,  eating  and  drinking  places  sales  in  Maryville 
increased  an  average  2.13%  per  year;  slightiy  less  than  the  pace  of  the  Missouri  increase  of  2.58%. 
However,  sales  for  eating  and  drinking  places  for  the  year  following  the  enactment  of  the  smokefree 
ordinance  resulted  in  a  five-year  average  of  a  3.98%  increase  for  Maryville;  slightly  ahead  compared  to 
the  Missouri  increase  of  3.12%. 

The  trendline  for  taxable  sales  for  Missouri  eating  and  drinking  places  shows  the  quarterly  data  falling 
close  to  expectations  (Figure  2).  However,  the  trendline  for  Maryville  shows  a  marked  increase  above 
expectations  after  the  effective  date  of  the  smokefree  ordinance. 
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It  is  also  noteworthy  in  Table  1  that  the  percentage  growth  in  Maryville's  eating  and  drinking  places 
sales  for  2003-2004  was  double  that  of  total  retail  sales  for  2002-2003  (1 1.35%  vs.  5.67%);  whereas 
for  Missouri  it  was  1  1/3  times  higher  (5.25%  vs.  3.95%). 

Conclusion 

Taxable  sales  for  eating  and  drinking  places  in  Maryville  increased  1 1.35%  after  enactment  of  the  city's 
smokefree  restaurant  ordinance.  During  the  same  time  period,  taxable  sales  for  eating  and  drinking 
places  in  Missouri  increased  5.25%,  less  than  half  that  of  Maryville. 

These  findings  are  consistent  with  the  results  of  studies  in  other  municipalities  that  determined  smokefree 
indoor  air  ordinances  had  no  effect  on  eating  and  drinking  places  revenues. 

Opponents  of  smokefree  indoor  air  ordinances  claim  that  enacting  smokefree  indoor  air  ordinances  will 
harm  restaurant  revenues.  However,  the  findings  of  this  study  indicate  that  Maryville  eating  and  drinking 
places  revenues  were  not  harmed  by  a  smokefree  ordinance.  In  fact,  when  compared  to  Missouri 
figures,  the  data  indicate  the  ordinance  may  have  been  beneficial  for  this  area  of  business.  While  the 
public  health  effects  of  secondhand  smoke  should  be  a  major  consideration  for  local  policymakers,  such 
analyses  of  economic  data  can  provide  these  policymakers  with  additional  statistical  evidence  to 
evaluate  the  merit  of  implementing  smokefree  indoor  air  ordinances  in  communities. 

Limitations 

Post- ordinance  data  for  this  study  is  limited  to  the  taxable  sales  data  for  the  first  four  quarters  after  the 
ordinance  was  implemented.  Tax  revenue  data  for  Maryville  will  continue  to  be  monitored. 

The  Maryville  smokefree  restaurant  ordinance  includes  restaurants,  and  restaurants  with  attached  bars; 
but,  does  not  apply  to  stand-alone  bars.  Sales  tax  data  from  the  Missouri  Department  of  Revenue  does 
not  separate  stand-alone  bars  in  their  Standard  Industry  Code  581  of  "eating  and  drinking  places,"  but 
reports  them  as  combined.  However,  it  is  doubtful  that  business  increases,  if  any,  at  the  seven  stand- 
alone bars  out  of  the  total  of  thirty- seven  eating  and  drinking  places  in  Maryville  would  have  increased 
the  quarterly  taxable  sales  for  all  thirty- seven  businesses  by  an  overall  11.35%  compared  to  the 
previous  year. 

Data  are  only  available  in  the  aggregate  and  not  available  to  determine  if  individual  businesses 
experienced  business  loss  after  the  enactment  of  the  ordinance.  The  Nodaway  County  Health 
Department  provided  information  that  the  number  of  restaurants  in  Maryville  remained  essentially  the 
same  since  the  enactment  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  whereas  previously,  there  were  more  restaurant  closings 
than  openings. 
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